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Preface 
 
The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) assumed a lead role in 
providing emergency hazardous materials removal support at illegal drug labs seized by State 
and local enforcement officials in Fiscal Year 95/96.   During the initial year in this role drug lab 
removal activity vastly exceeded both DTSC and enforcement agency expectations.  A total of 
965 removals were completed in the first year. Most of these removals were hydriodic acid/red 
phosphorous methamphetamine (meth) labs.  DTSC’s meth lab removal activities have risen 
dramatically over the years, reaching a peak of 2,208 labs in FY 01/02.  Providing this level of 
support now requires 22 staff and approximately $5,000,000 in contract funds per year to 
manage a system that operates 24 hours per day, 7 days a week. 
 
These emergency removal actions are an extremely important first step in the overall effort to 
clean up illegal meth labs.  However, these initial actions are limited to removing hazardous 
substances and contaminated materials that pose an immediate threat to public health and/or 
the environment.   Materials typically removed on an emergency basis include bulk lab 
chemicals, contaminated lab equipment, heavily contaminated items within residences such as 
carpeting and furniture, containers of waste materials, and waste materials found on the ground 
surface or in pits on the lab site. 
 
Unfortunately, emergency removals do not completely cleanup illegal meth lab sites.  Significant 
levels of meth lab-related contamination can remain throughout a lab after the initial removal 
has been completed.  It is not uncommon for contamination to be found throughout residential 
structures.  It has been detected on and within floors, carpeting, cabinets, furniture, and other 
surfaces. In addition ventilation systems, septic systems, disposal pits, and soils in general.   
Handling these types of contamination from a full site remediation standpoint poses a significant 
challenge to agencies, homeowners, and contractors, particularly in the area of carrying out 
remediation of structures. Data on contaminants of concern are very limited and health-based 
cleanup standards do not currently exist.  In addition, the applicability of procedures used for 
sampling and analysis of contaminants at traditional hazardous substances release sites relative 
to investigating residences contaminated by drug lab activity is not well understood at this time. 
 
The State of California does not currently have procedures or standards for complete cleanup of 
meth lab sites.  This national survey of government agencies was California’s effort to determine 
how other states are handling meth lab site remediation.  Survey results have been tabulated 
and summarized to facilitate identification of state and local agencies that remediate former 
meth labs and may have established procedures and/or standards.  Some states, such as 
Washington and Oregon, have structured programs that have been in operation for several 
years.  Many other states are still struggling with establishing programs to address the rapidly 
expanding number of meth labs that are being seized each year.   Procedures implemented by 
other states in the remediation of methamphetamine labs have been consolidated in this survey.  
It is hoped that this survey will begin to consolidate lab remediation information on a national 
basis so that all states trying to deal with this difficult problem can learn from the experiences of 
others and address this epidemic.                     
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Purpose of the Survey 
 
DTSC initiated a national survey to identify states that have active meth lab assessment and 
remediation programs.  Questions were posed to appropriate officials who would provide insight 
into a state’s meth lab assessment and remediation program.  The survey did not focus on the 
law enforcement issues associated with meth labs. 
 
Results of this survey will be used to determine the magnitude of the meth lab problem and to 
identify common approaches, if any, that states are using to conduct meth lab assessment and 
remediation.  In addition, information collected in this survey will help DTSC to clarify common 
problems associated with meth labs that DTSC could pursue via specific research projects. 
DTSC’s long term goal is to provide scientifically defensible assessment and remediation 
procedures, and develop health based cleanup standards for significant chemicals of concern. 
 
Target Audience 
 
DTSC contacted each state environmental health department as the first step in determining if a 
state had an active meth lab assessment and remediation program, and to identify the 
individuals with the most knowledge on that program.  While states with active meth lab 
assessment and remediation programs were easy to identify, some states without a state 
program referred DTSC to county health officials who have or are trying to develop county 
programs.  Some states with meth labs, but no active remediation program referred DTSC to 
law enforcement officials.  Finally, some state officials indicated their state does not have meth 
labs.   Every attempt was made to identify and contact the person(s) with the greatest 
understanding of the meth lab problem within that state, or the person who has a unique 
knowledge of the meth lab problem.   
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Who Responded to the Survey 
 
All 50 states were contacted, but 17 either felt that they could not directly contribute to the 
survey, or referred to other agencies.  The survey was sent to 67 state and county health 
departments and law enforcement agencies nationwide, with 66 responding. Those states that 
were represented in the survey are listed below. A detailed list of respondents is also appended 
at the end of this report. It should be noted that not all respondents responded to all of the 
questions.  For instance, if a respondent stated that they did not deal with meth labs at all, they 
were not subsequently asked what types of labs they encountered most often.  As a 
consequence of this, many of the questions were answered by a much smaller number of 
respondents than the total number responding to the survey in its entirety. This summary simply 
reports the raw percentage of responses relative to the number of people who have responded 
to each question.  It is recommended that anyone needing an in depth statistical analysis of the 
responses to this survey conduct their own analysis of the raw data.   
 
 
 
Table 1.   States that responded to the survey 
 

Alaska Minnesota South Dakota Kansas Pennsylvania 

California Mississippi Tennessee Kentucky 

Colorado Missouri Texas Maryland 

Florida Montana Utah Michigan 

Georgia New Jersey Vermont Nevada 

Hawaii North Dakota Washington New York 

Idaho Nebraska Wisconsin Oklahoma 

Illinois New Mexico Iowa Oregon 
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What types of labs are encountered, where are they found, and how many are 
encountered on an annual basis?  
 
Respondents that dealt with methamphetamine laboratories were asked to identify the type of 
clandestine laboratories encountered. Of the 53 respondents, 87% had dealt with Red 
Phosphorus/Hydriodic Acid (Small Scale), 68% dealt with the Nazi (Lithium/Ammonia) method, 
28% dealt with the Red Phosphorus/Hydriodic Acid (Large Scale), 13% dealt with the Phenyl-2-
Propanone method, and 19% sited Other as a response (Table 2).  Of these, 39 respondents 
ranked by percentage those locations where the meth labs they encountered were located. 
Single family homes at forty-nine percent made up the largest single percentage, followed by 
Other, Vehicles, Apartment Complexes, Motels/Hotels, Duplexes, and Storage Units 
respectively (Table 3).  When these respondents were asked how many labs the agencies 
encountered, 13 % reported 0-10, 17% reported 11-50, 22% reported 51-100, 20% reported 
101-200, 17 % reported 200-500 and 11% reported 500 or more (Table 4).   
 
 
Table 2.  Types of meth labs commonly encountered 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Other (describe) 

Phenyl-2-Propanone or phenyl acetic acid 

Nazi (Lithium/Ammonia) 

Red Phosphorus/Hydriodic Acid (Small Scale) 

Red Phosphorus/Hydriodic Acid (Large Scale) 

      

 

  

0.00 

10.00 
20.00 

30.00 

40.00 

50.00 

60.00 

70.00 

80.00 

90.00 

Total 

 What types of meth labs are commonly 
 encountered by your organization  
(check all that apply)?



 9

Table 3.  Typical locations of meth labs 
 
Where are the Meth Labs found that you typically deal with? Mean Percentage 
Single Family Homes  49% 
Other 17% 
Vehicles 16% 
Apartment Complexes  14% 
Motels/Hotels  11% 
Duplexes  6% 
 
 
Table 4.  Number of meth labs encountered annually 
 

 
 
Initial organizational response to methamphetamine laboratories  
 
When asked if their organization was involved in the initial response to meth laboratories, 56% 
of the respondents reported yes.  When these respondents were asked if their organization 
performed assessments of seized meth labs, 81% reported that they did. When asked if their 
organization has a standard Health & Safety Plan which deals specifically with the safety issues 
at methamphetamine laboratories, 85% reported they did (Table 5).    
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Table 5.  Organizations with established Health and Safety Plans specific to meth labs 
 

Representatives answering yes to “Does your organization have an established Health 
and Safety Plan which deals specifically with the safety issues at Meth Labs?” 

Agency City State 
Kern County Environmental Health Department Bakersfield California 
Merced County Environmental Health Merced California 
National Jewish Medical and Research Center Denver Colorado 
State of Hawaii, Narcotics Enforcement Division Honolulu Hawaii 
Kansas Department of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup Program Topeka Kansas 
Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI) Wichita Kansas 
Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department Wichita Kansas 
Kentucky State Police Bowling Green Kentucky 
Michigan State Police - Methamphetamine Investigation Team Lansing Michigan 
Mississippi Bureau of Narcotics Jackson Mississippi 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department Lincoln Nebraska 
Washoe County District Health Department Reno Nevada 
Oregon State Police Salem Oregon 
Pennsylvania State Police Harrisburg Pennsylvania  
South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigations Sioux Falls South Dakota 
Grayson County Environmental Protection Department Sherman Texas 
Salt Lake Valley Health Department Murray Utah 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Tacoma Washington 
 
Preliminary site assessments at former laboratories 
 
When asked if preliminary site assessments where conducted to determine if remedial action is 
needed, 53% responded Yes and 47% responded No (Table 6).  When asked if their 
organization has established criteria for site assessments, 55% responded Yes and 45% 
responded No (Table 7).  When asked how their organization determined if remedial action 
needed to be taken, 97% reported the use of visual analysis, 53% reported the use of field 
sampling and laboratory analysis, and 3% reported that no determination was being made. 
When asked if their organization remediated meth labs, 93% responded No and 7% responded 
that they did.   
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Table 6.  Organizations performing site assessments to determine remedial action needs 
 

Representatives answering yes to “Does your organization perform preliminary site 
assessments to determine if remedial action is needed?” 

Agency City State 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation Anchorage Alaska 
Merced County Environmental Health Merced California 
Kern County Environmental Health Department Bakersfield California 
Los Angeles County Fire Department, Health Hazardous Materials Division Commerce California 
Yuba County Office of Emergency Services Marysville California 
Tulare County Environmental Health Visalia California 
San Benito County Environmental Health Division Hollister California 
Illinois Department of Public Health Springfield Illinois 
Kansas Department of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup Program Topeka Kansas 
Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI) Wichita Kansas 
Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department Wichita Kansas 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality Helena Montana 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Trenton New Jersey 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department Lincoln Nebraska 
Washoe County District Health Department Reno Nevada 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality Oklahoma City Oklahoma 
Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation Oklahoma City Oklahoma 
Oregon State Police Salem Oregon 
South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigation Sioux Falls South Dakota 
Grayson County Environmental Protection Department Sherman Texas 
Retired/ Salt Lake Valley Health Department Salt Lake City Utah 
Salt Lake Valley Health Department Murray Utah 
Certified Decontamination West Jordan Utah 
Utah County Health Department Provo Utah 
Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation Waterbury Vermont 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Tacoma Washington 
Washington State Department of Health Olympia Washington 
Public Health - Seattle & King County Seattle Washington 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services Madison Wisconsin 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Madison Wisconsin 
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Table 7. Organizations with established criteria for site assessments 
 
Representatives answering yes to “Does your organization have established criteria for 

site assessments?” 
Agency City State 
Merced County Environmental Health Merced California 
Kern County Environmental Health Department Bakersfield California 
Tulare County Environmental Health Visalia California 
San Benito County Environmental Health Division Hollister California 
Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department Wichita Kansas 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Trenton New Jersey 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department Lincoln Nebraska 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality Oklahoma City Oklahoma 
Oregon State Police Salem Oregon 
South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigation Sioux Falls South Dakota 
Salt Lake Valley Health Department Murray Utah 
Certified Decontamination West Jordan Utah 
Washington State Department of Health Olympia Washington 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Tacoma Washington 
Public Health - Seattle & King County Seattle Washington 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services Madison Wisconsin 
 
Collecting samples from former Methamphetamine Laboratories 
 
Organizations were asked if they collect samples from meth labs to determine the extent of 
contamination, 36% responded that they did. When asked if empirical data were collected to 
validate these sampling methods, 89% responded that they do not collect the data. When asked 
if they maintained a Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan to aid in sampling these sites, 14% 
reported that they did (Table 8).  When asked if a Sampling and Analysis Plan was used to 
guide sampling sites, only 14% indicated yes (Table 9).  71% of respondents indicated that they 
required certified or accredited laboratories for analysis of samples taken from 
methamphetamine laboratories.  When asked what sampling methods were used, 74% 
indicated soil sampling, 68% indicated water sampling, 63% indicated surface sampling, and 
26% indicated air sampling and/or other. When those respondents who took air samples were 
asked if they had developed any air monitoring techniques for this specific purpose, only Kern 
County Environmental Health in Bakersfield, California responded that they had.  When asked if 
their organization took samples from P-traps located underneath sinks, 23% responded Yes and 
77% responded No.  When asked if they sampled from the septic systems or sewer clean-outs, 
46% responded Yes and 54% responded No.  When asked if they sample surface and/or 
groundwater, 85% responded Yes (Table 10). 
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Table 8.  Organizations that developed Quality Assurance/Quality Control plan 
 
Respondents answering yes to, “Has your organization developed a Quality 
Assurance/Quality Control Plan to aid in sampling these sites?” 
 
Agency City State 
Kansas Department of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup Program Topeka Kansas 
Washington State Department of Health Olympia Washington 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Tacoma Washington 
 
 
Table 9.  Organizations that developed a Sample and Analysis plan 
 
Respondents answering yes to, “Has your organization developed a Sample and Analysis 
Plan to aid in sampling these sites?” 
Agency City State 
National Jewish Medical and Research Center Denver Colorado 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Tacoma Washington 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
 
 
Table 10. Types of sampling methods used 
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Remediation of Former Methamphetamine Laboratories 
 
Cleaning Procedures (general) 
 
When asked if they remediated former meth labs, 22% replied that they do.  Twenty-nine 
percent have conducted studies to validate cleaning procedures and 43% maintain a written 
cleaning procedure (Table 11). When those that did not have cleaning procedures were asked if 
their organization was attempting to establish them, 50% responded that they were. When 
asked if their cleaning procedures varied depending upon the method of manufacture used at 
the clandestine laboratory two out of sixty-five responded no, with all others declining to 
respond.   
 
Table 11. Organizations that maintain remediation procedures 
 
Respondents answering yes to, “Does your organization maintain a procedure for the 
remediation of Meth Lab Sites?” 
Agency City State 
Kansas Dept of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup Program Topeka Kansas 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department Lincoln Nebraska 
Certified Decontamination West Jordan Utah 
 

Cleaning Walls 
 

When asked how they remediate walls with visible contamination, 43% reported that they 
decontaminate in some manner, 29% reported that they repaint, and 71% reported that 
they remove the walls. When asked how they remediate walls without visible 
contamination, 57% responded that they decontaminate and 43% responded that they 
repaint. 

 
Cleaning Floors 

 
Respondents were presented with several choices in representing the cleaning materials 
and procedures they use in order to clean contaminated surfaces.  When asked how they 
remediate carpets with visible contamination, 86% stated that they removed them and 
14% said that they bleached them.  When asked how carpets without visible 
contamination are remediated, 57% said that they were shampooed, 29% said they were 
removed or treated with baking soda, and 14% referenced Other.  For linoleum with 
visible contamination, 71% would remove them, 14% stated that they would shampoo or 
wash them, and 14% would bleach them.  For linoleum floors without visible 
contamination 71% would wash them, 29% would use a baking soda rinse or bleach, and 
43% sited Other.  For hardwood with visible contamination 43% would wash them, 71% 
would remove them, 14% would use a bleach and/or baking soda rinse, and 43% 
indicated Other.   For hardwood without visible contamination, 57% would wash them, 
14% would perform a bleach or baking soda rinse, and 57% cited Other.  
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Disposal of Materials 

  
Organizations were asked where they disposed of contaminated soil and building 
materials, 57% said municipal landfills, and 43% said hazardous waste disposal facilities.  
When asked how the waste was classified, 14% said that it was ‘always’ considered 
hazardous, 43% segregated the waste, and 43% cited Other.      

 
Cleanup Standards, Guidelines, and Chemicals of Concern 
 
Only 19% of the respondents stated that they had established cleanup standards (Table 12). 
When these respondents were asked if they were considering adding chemicals (other than 
methamphetamine) to their list of chemicals of concern, only 27% reported that they were doing 
so.  When asked if their organization was attempting to establish a cleanup standard or advisory 
threshold limit, 20% said that they were.  When asked if guidelines were currently in place, 52% 
said that there were.   
 
Table 12.  Organizations with cleanup standards for meth labs 
 
Representatives answering yes to “Has your organization established cleanup standards 

for Meth Labs?” 
Agency City State 
Merced County-Division of Environmental Health Merced California 
Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department Wichita Kansas 
Minnesota Department of Health Saint Paul Minnesota 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department Lincoln Nebraska 
Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation Oklahoma City Oklahoma 
Oregon Department of Human Services Portland Oregon 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory Oak Ridge Tennessee 
Salt Lake Valley Health Department Murray Utah 
Retired/ Salt Lake Valley Health Department Salt Lake City Utah 
Washington State Department of Health Olympia Washington 
Public Health - Seattle & King County Seattle Washington 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
 
Financial Support for Methamphetamine Laboratory Remediation 
 
Respondents were asked what the average cost of remediation was in their jurisdiction.  The 
average cost reported was $5,215.00.  The single highest average cost was reported to be 
$10,000 and the single lowest was $350.    
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Reoccupation of Former Methamphetamine Laboratories 
 
Respondents were asked if they had dealt with issues of re-occupancy, 51% of the respondents 
reported that they did. Respondents were then asked if residents were ever allowed to re-
occupy the former meth labs prior to remediation with 24% responding never, 45% responding 
rarely, 28% responding often, and only 3% responding always (Table 13).    When asked if the 
re-occupancy was based on cleanup standards 52% said that it was.  When asked to indicate 
the frequency which properties were re-occupied, 10% stated rarely, 66% stated often, and 24% 
stated always.   When asked if occupants were given any information regarding the concerns 
associated with meth labs, 62% stated that they were (Table 14).  
 
 
Table 13.  Reoccupation of former meth labs prior to remediation 
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Table 14.  Organizations that provide information concerning Meth labs 
 

Respondents answering yes to, “Are occupants given any information regarding the 
concerns associated with Meth labs?” 

Agency City State 
Los Angeles County Fire Department, Health Hazardous Materials Division Commerce California 
Kern County Environmental Health Department Bakersfield California 
Tulare County Environmental Health Visalia California 
Illinois Department of Public Health Springfield Illinois 
Kansas Department of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup Program Topeka Kansas 
Michigan State Police-Methamphetamine Investigation Team Lansing Michigan 
Minnesota Department of Health Saint Paul Minnesota 
Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services Jefferson City Missouri 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department Lincoln Nebraska 
Washoe County District Health Department Reno Nevada 
Oregon Department of Human Services Portland Oregon 
Tennessee Department of Children's Services Cookeville Tennessee 
Certified Decontamination West Jordan Utah 
Salt Lake Valley Health Department Murray Utah 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department Tacoma Washington 
Washington State Department of Health Olympia Washington 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
Public Health - Seattle & King County Seattle Washington 
Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services Madison Wisconsin 
 
Adverse Health Effects from Methamphetamine Laboratories 
 
Fifty-seven percent of the respondents stated that the county health department was typically 
notified when a lab was discovered.  When asked if they had knowledge of meth lab exposures 
resulting in adverse heath effects, 37% of the respondents stated that they did. Only fourteen 
percent of agencies were aware of any specific health complaints being made after 
reoccupation of meth labs.  Twenty-nine percent of the respondents stated that data were being 
collected from adults or children removed from meth labs.  Only two respondents were aware of 
any follow-up studies being conducted on these victims/perpetrators.   
 
Access and Disclosure Issues 
 
Sixty-eight percent of respondents stated that they did not address access and disclosure 
issues (Table 15). Sixty-one percent of the respondents stated that meth labs were secured 
against unauthorized re-entry until determined fit for use.  Fifty-six percent of the respondents 
stated that they did not enforce fence and post orders, while the other 44% did.  Roughly half 
(56%) of the respondents stated that notices remain on the title or record of property (Table 16).  
When asked if property owners were required to disclose previous meth lab activity before 
selling or renting property, exactly half of the respondents stated yes.  



 18

 
Table 15.  Organization addressing access and disclosure issues 
 

Respondents answering yes to, “Does your agency address access and disclosure 
issues?” 

Agency City State 
Merced County Environmental Health Merced California 
Kern County Environmental Health Department Bakersfield California 
Tulare County Environmental Health Visalia California 
San Benito County Environmental Health Division Hollister California 
Merced County-Division of Environmental Health Merced California 
Kansas Department of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup Program Topeka Kansas 
Kentucky State Police Bowling Green Kentucky 
Minnesota Department of Health Saint Paul Minnesota 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection Trenton New Jersey 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department Lincoln Nebraska 
Oregon Department of Human Services Portland Oregon 
South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigation Sioux Falls South Dakota 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality Region 4 Fort Worth Texas 
Utah County Health Department Provo Utah 
Certified Decontamination West Jordan Utah 
Public Health - Seattle & King County Seattle Washington 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services Madison Wisconsin 
 
Table 16. Organizations that post notices on title or record of property 
 

Respondents answering yes to, “Do any notices remain on the title or record of the 
property?” 

Agency City State 
Merced County Environmental Health Merced California 
Tulare County Environmental Health Visalia California 
San Benito County Environmental Health Division Hollister California 
Kansas Department of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup Program Topeka Kansas 
Minnesota Department of Health Saint Paul Minnesota 
South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigations Sioux Falls South Dakota 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality Region 4 Fort Worth Texas 
Public Health - Seattle & King County Seattle Washington 
Spokane Regional Health District Spokane Washington 
Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services Madison Wisconsin 
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Studies and Research 
 
When asked if their organization has funded or participated in any studies addressing 
methamphetamine issues, only 12% responded that they had (Table 17).  When asked if their 
organization had participated in any controlled meth cooks, 86% had responded that they had 
(Table 18). 
 
Table 17.  Organizations that funded or participated in studies addressing meth issues 
 

Respondents answering yes to, “Has your organization funded or participated in any 
studies addressing methamphetamine issues?” 

Agency City State 
Tulare County Environmental Health Visalia California 
National Jewish Medical and Research Center Denver Colorado 
Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department Wichita Kansas 
Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI) Wichita Kansas 
Michigan State Police Lansing Michigan 
State of New Mexico Environment Department Santa Fe New Mexico 
Oregon Department of Human Services Portland Oregon 
Washington State Department of Health Olympia Washington 
 
Table 18.  Organizations participating in controlled meth cooks 
 
 
Respondents answering yes to, “Has your organization participated in any controlled 
Meth cooks?” 
Agency City State 
National Jewish Medical and Research Center Denver Colorado 
Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department Wichita Kansas 
Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI) Wichita Kansas 
Michigan State Police Lansing Michigan 
State of New Mexico Environment Department Santa Fe New Mexico 
 
Public Communication and Media 
 
When asked what types of public awareness communications are used to educate the 
community of possible or current health risks related to clandestine laboratories, 46% reported 
fact sheets, 37% utilized community meetings, 46% utilized web pages, and 21% reported using 
none. When asked if their state had current or pending legislation regarding meth labs, 51% 
stated that they did.   
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List of Respondents 
 

 ALASKA  
 
  Leslie  Pearson 
 Conservation Manager 3 
 Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
 555 Cordova Street 
 Anchorage  Alaska   99501 
 Phone (907) 269-7543 
 Fax  (907) 269-7648 
 
  CALIFORNIA 
 
 Jojo  Comandante 
 Hazardous Materials Specialist 
 Los Angeles County Fire Department, Health Hazardous  
 5825 Rickenbacker Road 
 Commerce  California  90040 
 Phone   (323) 890-4041 
 Fax       (323) 890-4051 
 
 Steven  Lowe 
 Senior REHS 
 Merced County Environmental Health 
 777 W. 22nd Street 
 Merced California  95340 
 Phone   (209) 381-1090 
 Fax       (209) 384-1593 
 
 Marci Christofferson 
 Hazardous Materials Specialist III 
 Yuba County Office of emergency services 
 215 5th Street 
 Marysville California  95901 
 Phone  (530) 749-7520 
 Fax       (530) 741-6549 
 

Wesley  Nicks 
 Hazardous Materials Specialist 
 Kern County Environmental Health Department 
 2700 'M' Street Suite 300 
 Bakersfield California  93301 
 Phone   (661) 862-8749 
 Fax       (661) 862-8701 
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Joel Martens 
 CUPA Program Manager 
 Tulare County Environmental Health 
 5957 South Mooney Boulevard 
 Visalia  California  93277 
 Phone   (559) 733-6441 
 Fax        (559) 733-6932 
 
 Ray  Stevenson 
 R.E.H.S. 
 San Benito County Environmental Health Division 
 1111 San Felipe Road Suite 101 
 Hollister  California  95023 
 Phone    (831) 636-4035 
 Fax    (831) 636-4037 
  

Jon  Christenson 
 Senior Environmental Health Specialist 
 Merced County-Division of Environmental Health 
 777 West 22nd Street 
 Merced  California  95340 
 Phone    (209) 381-1094 
 Fax        (209) 384-1593 
 
  COLORADO 
 
 Gene  Hook 
 Environmental Protection Specialist 
 Denver Department of Environmental Health 
 201 W. Colfax Ave., Dept. 1009 
 Denver  Colorado 80202 
 Phone   (720) 865-5469 
 Fax    (720) 865-5534 
 

Colleen  Brisnehan 
 Environmental Protection Specialist 
 Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
 4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
 Denver  Colorado  80246-1530 
 Phone   (303) 692-3357 
 Fax        (303) 759-5355 
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John Martyny 
 Associate Professor 
 National Jewish Medical and Research Center 
 1400 Jackson Street 
 Denver  Colorado  80206 
 Phone    (303) 398-1939 
 Fax        (303) 398-1452 
 
  FLORIDA 
 
 Tim  Mayer 
 Environmental Administrator 
 Polk County Health Department 
 2090 East Clower Street 
 Bartow  Florida  33830-6741 
 Phone   (863) 519-8330 X1100 
 Fax        (863) 534-7245 
 
 GEORGIA 
 
 Gary Andrew 
 Program Manager 
 Georgia Department of Natural Resources/Emergency  
 7 MLK Jr. Drive Room 643 
 Atlanta  Georgia  30334 
 Phone   (404) 656-6905 
 Fax        (404) 657 7893 
 
  HAWAII 
 
 Dean Yamamoto 
 Investigator 
 State of Hawaii, Narcotics Enforcement Division 
 3375 Koapaka Street Suite D-100 
 Honolulu  Hawaii  96819 
 Phone   (808) 837-8488 
 Fax        (808) 837-8474 
  
 IDAHO 
 
 Russell  Duke 
 Bureau Chief 
 Idaho Division of Health 
 450 W. State Street 
 Boise Idaho 83720 
 Phone   (208) 334-0670 
 Fax        (208) 332-7307 
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Rachel  Cutler 
 Lab Manager 
 Idaho State Police Forensic Services 
 700 S. Stratford Drive 
 Meridian Idaho 83642 
 Phone   (208) 884-7171 
 Fax        (208) 884-7197 
 
 John Brueck 
 HW Policy and Regulation Coordinator 
 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
 1410 N. Hilton Street 
 Boise Idaho 83706 
 Phone   (208) 373-0458 
 Fax        (208) 373-0154 
 
  ILLINOIS 
 
 Kathy Marshall 
 Environmental Toxicologist 
 Illinois Department of Public Health 

Division of Environmental Health 
525 W.  Jefferson Street 

 Springfield Illinois 62761 
 Phone   (217) 782-5830 
 Fax        (217) 785-0253 
 
 IOWA 
 
 Kathleen Lee 
 Environmental Specialist 
 Iowa DNR 
 401 SW 7th Street, Suite I 
 Des Moines Iowa  50309 
 Phone   (515) 725-0384 
 Fax        (515) 725-0218 
 

Debbi Cooper 
 Environmental Specialist Senior 
 Iowa Department of Public Health 
 321 East 12th Street 
 Des Moines Iowa  50319-0075 
 Phone   (515) 242-6337 
 Fax        (515) 281-4529 
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Charles Barton, Ph.D., DABT 
 State Toxicologist 
 Iowa Department of Public Health 
 321 E. 12th Street 
 Des Moines Iowa  50319 
 Phone    (515) 281-6881 
  
 KANSAS 
 

John Daily 
 Lieutenant 
 Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department 
 525 N. Main Street 
 Wichita  Kansas 67203 
 Phone    (316) 383-7327 
 Fax        (316) 383-8264 
  
  Timothy  Holsinger 
 Special Agent 
 Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI) 
 PO Box 3423 
 Wichita Kansas  67201 

Phone   (620) 331-2701 
 
 Paul  Belt 
 Environmental Scientist 
 Kansas Department of Health & Environment - Meth Lab Cleanup  
 1000 SW Jackson Suite 410 
 Topeka  Kansas  66612-1367 
 Phone   (785) 368-7300 
 Fax        (785) 296-1679 
 
 KENTUCKY 
 
 Wayne  Mayfield 
 Commander, Post 3 
 Kentucky State Police 
 3119 Nashville Road 
 Bowling Green  Kentucky  42102 
 Phone   (270) 782-2010 
 Fax        (502) 564-5230 
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 MARYLAND 
 
 Alan Williams 
 Program Manager 
 Maryland Department of the Environment 
 1800 Washington Boulevard 
 Baltimore  Maryland 21230 
 Phone   (410) 537-3994 
 Fax        (410) 537-3873 
 
 Michael Sharon 
 Chief, Emergency Response Division 
 Maryland Department of the Environment 
 1800 Washington Boulevard, Suite 105 
 Baltimore  Maryland  21230 
 Phone   (410) 537-3868 
 Fax        (410) 537-3932 
 
 Richard Johnson 
 Division Chief 
 Maryland Department of the Environment - Hazardous  
 1800 Washington Blvd 
 Baltimore  Maryland  21230 
 Phone   (410) 537 3400 
 
MICHIGAN 
 
 Frank Williams 
 D/Sgt. 
 Michigan State Police-Methamphetamine Investigation  
 4000 Collins Road 

PO Box 30635 
 Lansing  Michigan  48909 
 Phone   (517) 336-6481 
 Fax        (517) 333-4289 
 

Tony Saucedo 
 D/Lt. Unit commander of Statewide Methamphetamine  
 Michigan State Police 
 4000 Collins Road 

PO Box 30635 
 Lansing  Michigan  48909 
 Phone   (517) 336-2657 
 Fax        (517) 333-4289 
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 MINNESOTA 
 
 Deborah Durkin 
 Environmental Scientist 
 Minnesota Department of Health 
 121 East 7th Place 
 Saint Paul  Minnesota  55101 
 Phone   (651) 215-0778 
 Fax        (651) 215-0975 
 
 MISSISSIPPI 
 
 Jeff Jennings 
 Agent 
 Mississippi Bureau of Narcotics 
 PO Box 7459 
 Jackson  Mississippi  39282 
 Phone   (601) 371-3600 
 
MISSOURI 
 
 Michelle  Hartman 
 Health Program Representative 
 Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services 
 PO  Box 570 
 Jefferson City  Missouri  65102-0570 
 Phone   (573) 751-6160 
 Fax        (573) 526-6946 
 
MONTANA 
 
 Edward  Thamke 
 Complaint Management Section Chief 
 Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
 PO  Box 200901 
 Helena  Montana  59620-0901 
 Phone   (406) 444-2964 
 Fax        (406)-444-1923 
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 NEW JERSEY 
 
 David Sweeney 
 Chief, Bureau of Emergency Response 
 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
 PO BOX 028   

401 E. State St. 
 Trenton  New Jersey  08625-0028 
 Phone   (609) 633-2168 
 Fax        (609) 777-0985 
 
  NORTH DAKOTA 
 
 Curtis Erickson 
 Manager, Hazardous Waste Program 
 North Dakota Department of Health, Division of Waste  
 PO Box 5520 
 Bismarck  North Dakota  58506-5520 
 Phone   (701) 328-5166 
 Fax        (701) 328-5200 
 
 NEBRASKA 
 
 Ron  Eriksen 
 Emergency Response Coordinator 
 Lincoln Lancaster County Health department 
 3140 N Street 
 Lincoln  Nebraska  68510 
 Phone   (402) 441-6238 
 
 NEW MEXICO 
 
  Sandra  Martin 
 Program Manager 
 State of New Mexico Environment Department 
 2905 Rodeo Park East, Building 1 
 Santa Fe  New Mexico  87505 
 Phone   (505) 428-2500 
 Fax        (505) 428-2567 
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  NEVADA 
 
 Paul Donald 
 Hazardous Materials Specialist 
 Washoe County District Health Department 
 PO BOX 11130 
 Reno Nevada  89520-0027 
 Phone   (775) 328-2476 
 Fax        (775) 328-6176 
 
NEW YORK 
 
 Rebecca  Wilburn 
 Public Health Specialist IV 
 New York State Department of Health 
 Flanigan Square, Room 330 

547 River St 
 Troy  New York  12180 
 Phone    (518) 402-7810 
 Fax        (518) 402-7819 
 
 OKLAHOMA 
 
 Michael Freeman 
 Senior Criminal Investigator 
 Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality 
 707 N. Robinson 

PO Box 1677 
 Oklahoma City  Oklahoma   73101-1677 
 Phone   (405) 702-5171 
 Fax        (405) 702-5101 
 
   Tom Reynolds 
 Criminalist Administrator/Safety Officer 
 Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation 
 2132 NE 36th Street 
 Oklahoma City  Oklahoma  73111 
 Phone   (405) 425-3823 
 Fax        (405) 427-5614 
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 OREGON 
 
 Dewey  Darold 
 Environmental Health Specialist III 
 Oregon Department of Human Services 
 800 NE Oregon Street # 21, Suite 608 
 Portland  Oregon  97232-2162 
 Phone    (503) 872-6764 
 Fax        (503) 731-4077 
 

Craig Durbin 
 Sergeant/Manger 
 Oregon State Police 
 610 Hawthorne SE, Suite 150 
 Salem  Oregon  97301 
 Phone   (503) 378-6517 #273 
 Fax        (503) 581-7688 
 
  PENNSYLVANIA 
 
 Michael  Ruda 
 Sergeant Department Clandestine Laboratory  
 Pennsylvania State Police 
 Area I TNT Office 

 614 N. Front Street, Suite A 
 Harrisburg  Pennsylvania USA  17101 
 Phone    (717) 772-4326 
 Fax        (717) 772-4330 
 
 SOUTH DAKOTA 
 
 Jason Piercy 
 Special Agent 
 South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigation 
 PO Box 1126 
 Sioux Falls  South Dakota  58101-1126 
 Phone    (605) 367-5712 ext. 4 

Fax        (605) 367-7371 
 

TENNESSEE 
 
 David Landguth 
 Programs Manager 
 Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
 1060 Commerce Park Drive 
 Oak Ridge  Tennessee  37831-6480 
 Phone   (865) 576-7363 
 Fax        (865) 576-6715 
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 Gary  Van Berkel 
 Group Leader and Research Staff 
 Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
 PO  Box 2008/Building 4500S 
 Oak Ridge Tennessee  37831-6365 
 Phone    (865) 574-1922 
 Fax         (865) 576-8559 

 
Mark  Tribble 

 Assistant General Counsel 
 Tennessee Department of Children's Services 
 1300 Salem Road 
 Cookeville  Tennessee  38506 
 Phone   (931) 646-3011 
 Fax        (931) 525-1329 
 

Thomas  Thundat 
 Group Leader 
 Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
 4500S, G-149, MS-6123, ORNL 
 Oak Ridge  Tennessee  37831-6123 
 Phone   (865) 574-6201 
   

Robin  Brothers 
 Toxicologist 
 Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
 1060 Commerce Park, MS 6480 
 Oak Ridge  Tennessee  37830 
 Phone   (865) 241-1233 
 
  TEXAS 
 
 Jim  Kerlin 
 Emergency Response Coordinator 
 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality Region 4 
 2301 Gravel Drive 
 Fort Worth  Texas  76118 
 Phone    (817) 588-5894 
 Fax        (817) 588-5700 
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UTAH 
 
 Michael  Rowzee 
 General Manager 
 Certified Decontamination 
 3431 W. Fenchurch Road 
 West Jordan Utah  84084 
 Phone    (801) 809-6932 
 Fax        (801) 984-0058 
 
 Dave  Johnson 
 Bureau Director/ Environmental Health Services 
 Utah County Health Department 
 589 South State 
 Provo Utah  84606 
 Phone   (801) 370-4525 
  Fax        (801) 370-4521 
  

Patricia Knell-Esham 
 Meth Lab Program Manager 
 Retired/ Salt Lake Valley Health Department 
 PO Box 16598 
 Salt Lake City  Utah  84116-0598 
 Phone   (801) 364-8610 
  
 Kevin Okleberry 
 Salt Lake Valley Health Department 
 788 E. Woodoak Lane #130 
 Murray  Utah  84041 
 Phone   (801) 593-9486 
 
 VERMONT 
 
 Marc  Roy 
 Spill Program Manager 
 Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation 
 103 S. Main St, West Office 
 Waterbury  Vermont  05671-0404 
 Phone   (802) 241-3874 
 Fax        (509) 324-3603 
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WASHINGTON 
 
 Carolyn  Comeau 
 Public Health Advisor 

Washington State Department of Health 
   PO  Box 47825 
   Olympia  Washington 98502 
   Phone   (360) 236-3387 
   Fax        (360) 236-2257 
 
 Tony  Ohrazda 
 Environmental Health Specialist 
 Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department 
 3629 South D Street 
 Tacoma Washington 98418 
 Phone   (253) 798-6566 
 Fax        (253) 798-6498 
 
 Terry Clements 
 Senior Environmental Health Specialist 
 Public Health - Seattle & King County 
 999 3rd Avenue Ste 700 
 Seattle  Washington  98104 
 Phone   (206) 296-3993 
 Fax        (206) 296-0189 
 
 Michael  LaScuola 
 Environmental Health Specialist 
 Spokane Regional Health District 
 1101 W. College Avenue 
 Spokane  Washington  99201-2095 
 Phone   (509) 324-1574 
 
WISCONSIN 
 
 Robin Schmidt 
 Spill Response Team Leader 
 Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
 PO Box 7921 
 Madison  Wisconsin  53707 
 Phone   (608) 267-7569 
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Henry Nehls-Lowe 
 Epidemiologist 
 Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services 
 1 West Wilson Street, Room 150 
 Madison  Wisconsin  53701 

Phone   (608) 266-3479 
 Fax        (608) 267-4853 


